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PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Commissioner for Patents 
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Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

This is a pre-appeal brief request for review of the rejection of claims 1, 3 and 4 as set 
forth in the final Office Action dated February 24, 2006. No amendments are being filed with 
this request. This request is being filed concurrently with a Notice of Appeal and a petition for a 
two month extension of time. The request for review of the rejection is based on the following: 

I. Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

A. The Examiner has rejected claim I under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Konno et al. (U.S. 6,122,385) in view of Matsushita (JP 7-16299). 

Claim 1 recites the feature of a negative feedback circuit that is formed by connecting an 
acoustic output signal of a microphone amplifier to a subtracter and at the same time by 
connecting the acoustic output signal of the microphone amplifier to the subtracter via a high- 
pass filter. Appellants respectfully submit that the combination of Konno and Matsushita does 
not teach or suggest at least this feature of claim 1 . 
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Regarding Konno, Appellants note that this reference discloses a sound reproduction 
apparatus having a subtracter 10, a power ampUfia- 1 1, a speaker 13, a microphone 14, a 
microphone amplifier 15, a filter 16 and an adder 17 (see Fig. 1). 

As shown m Fig. 1 of Konno, the output of the microphone amplifier 15 is input to the 
filter 16, and the output of filter 1 6 is input to the adder 1 7 (see col. 3, lines 52-57). As also 
shown in Fig. 1, the output of the subtracter 10 is directly input to the adder 17 (see col. 3, lines 
58-60). As explained in Konno, a negative feedback circuit is formed by inputting the ou^ut 
signal of adder 17 into the negative terminal of the subtracter 10 (see col. 3, lines 60-62). 

Thus, in Konno, the negative feedback circuit is formed by connecting (1) an output 
signal delivered from the subtracter 1 0 to the negative terminal of the subtracter 10 via the adder 
17 and by connecting (2) an output signal delivered from the microphone amplifier 15 and passed 
through the high-pass filter 16 to the negative teraiinal of the subtracter 10 via the adder 17. 

As such. Appellants respectfully submit that Konno does not disclose a negative feedback 
circuit that is formed by connecting (1) an acoustic output signal of the microphone amplifier to a 
subtracter and at the same time by connecting (2) the acoustic output signal of the microphone 
amplifier to the subtracter via a high-pass filter, as recited in claim 1. In contrast, as described 
above, Konno describes that the negative feedback circuit is fonned by connecting (1) an output 
signal delivered from the subtracter 10 to the negative tenninal of the subtracter 10 via the adder 
17 and by comiecting (2) an output signal delivered from the microphone amplifier 15 and passed 
through the high-pass filter 16 to the negative terminal of the subtracter 10 via the adder 17. 

Regarding the Matsushita reference. Appellants respectfiilly submit that this reference 
does not cure the above-noted deficiencies of Konno. In this regard, it is noted tiiat Matsushita 
was relied on in the Office Action solely for the teaching of an acoustic pipe. 

In view of the foregoing. Appellants respectfiJly submit that the cited prior art references 
do not disclose, suggest or otherwise render obvious the above-noted feature recited in claim 1 . 
Accordingly, Appellants submit that claim 1 is patentable over the cited prior art, an indication of 
which is kindly requested. 



Furthermore, Appellants note that data I abo recites that a cutoff fiequency of the high- 
pass filter is matched with a resonance fiequency of the aaastiEjaES. 

Regardmg Konno, A^^llants note that this reference discloses that a cutoff ftequem^y of 
U^high-passfflterlSismatched with the lowestresonance frequency ofthea^fse^ 
4,lmes47-49). TT« Examiner recognizes that Konno does not disclose the use of an acoustic 
P.pe. and as notol above, has «lied on Mabushita for the teaching of an acoustic pipe 2, and has 
aken the posidon tha, i, ™uld have bee. obvious to provide the acoustic pipe 2 ofMatsushita 
wtthm the sound reproduction appa,^ of Konno (see OfBce Action at page 4). 

to the final Office Action, the Examiner has taken the position tha, "Komio teaches a 

cmoff fiequency matehingaresonant fluency of thereceived signal reg^dless of the str^ 
(see ..em 8 on page 7 of the final OfHce Action). A^Ilants disagree with the Examiner's 

position. 

As noted above. K™mo expliciUy fadicates that the cutoff frequency of the high-pass 
filter 16 is matched with the lowest resonance fiequency of the aakaU and in no way 
^tosoeve, discloses that the cutoff fiequency of the Wgh pass filter 1 6 is matched wifl, the 
recerved signal regardless of strucmre. to Bus regard. Appellants note that the resonance 
frequency of an acoustic pipe is quite different a«„ the lowest resonance frequency of the 
speaker 1 3 which varies acconimg to the dimensions of the speaker 13. 

TT.US, as ««ed above. Appellants respectfijly submit that even if Matsushiu was 
combmed with Komro. th« the resulting combination would m suggest to one of ordinary skiU 
m the artthat the cutoff frequency of fl,e high-pass filter should be matched with a resonance 
frequency of an acsuak«e. to view of fl« foregoing. Appellants respectfltlly submit that 
clarm I ,s patattable over the cited prior art. an todication of which is Jundly requested. 

B. The Examiner has rejected claims 3 and 4 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Konno et al. (U.S. 6,122,385) in view of Meyas (U.S. 3,798.374) and 
Matsushita (JP 7-16299). 



Regarding claims 3 and 4, Appellants note that claim 3 recites that a negative feedback 
circuit is formed by connecting an acoustic output signal of a microphone amplifier to a 
subtracter via a -6dB/oct high-pass filter and a -12 dB/oct. high-pass filter connected in parallel, 
and that claun 4 recites that a negative feedback circuit is formed by connecting an acoustic 
output signal of a microphone amplifier to a subtracter via a -12dB/oct high-pass filter connected 
in parallel with one of a -6dB/oct low-pas filter and a -12 dB/oct. low-pass filter. 

Regarding Konno, as discussed above, this reference describes that a negative feedback 
circuit is fonned by connecting (1) an output signal delivered fi-om the subtracter 1 0 to the 
negative terminal of the subtracter 10 via the adder 17 and by connecting (2) an output signal 
delivered fi-om the microphone amplifier 1 5 and passed through the high-pass filter 16 to the 
negative terminal of the subtracter 10 via the adder 1 7. 

Thus, for at least similar reasons as discussed above with respect to claim 1 , Appellants 
respectfijlly submit that Konno does not disclose the feature of a negative feedback circuit which 
is formed by connecting an acoustic output signal of a microphone amplifier to a subtracter via a 
-6dB/oct. high-pass filter and a -12 dB/oct. high-pass filter connected in parallel, as recited in 
claim 3, and the feature of a negative feedback circuit which is fonned by connecting an acoustic 
output signal of a microphone amplifier to a subtracter via a -12dB/oct. high-pass filter connected 
in parallel with one of a -6dB/oct. low-pas filter and a -1 2 dB/oct. low-pass filter, as recited in 
claim 4. 

hi addition, regarding the Meyers reference. Appellants note that the Examiner has relied 
on this reference for the teaching of an equalizer 70. As explained in Meyers, the equalizer 70 is 
formed of capacitors C73, C74 and resistors R71 and R72 (see Fig. 1 and col. 4, lines 54-62). 
Thus, it is the combination of these four elements (i.e., C73, C74, R71 and R72) that fimctions as 
an equalizer. 

hi the final OflRce Action, the Examiner asserts that an equalizer generally comprises 
multiple filters (see final Office Action at page 8). Appellants disagree and point out to the 
Examiner that it is well known in the art that an equalizer is composed of a combination of 
electronic elements, such as coils, capacitors and resistors, wherein the combination of electronic 



elements fimctions as a filter . Thus, contrary to the position of the Examiner, an equalizer does 
not generally comprise multiple filters. 

In view of the foregoing. Appellants respectfully submit that the combination of 
references cited by the Examiner does not teach, suggest or otherwise renders obvious the above- 
noted features recited in claims 3 and 4, 

Further, Appellants note that claims 3 and 4 also recite that a cutoff frequency of the -12 
dB/oct high-pass filter is matched with a resonance frequency of the acoustic pip e For at least 
similar reasons as discussed above with respect to claim 1, Appellants submit that the 
combination of Konno and Matsushita does not teach, suggest or otherwise render obvious such 
a feature. In addition. Appellants submit that Meyers does not cure this deficiency of Konno and 
Matsushita. 

hi view of the foregoing. Appellants respectfully submit that claims 3 and 4 are 
patentable over the cited prior art, an indication of which is kindly requested. 

n. Conclusion 

h view of the foregoing, Appellants respectfully submit that independent claims 1, 3 and 
4 are patentable over the prior art references cited by the Examiner. Accordingly, reconsideration 
of the rejections set forth in the Final Office Action is respectfully requested. 
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